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Many parents of educable mentally retarded children
have numerous demands placed upon them due to their own
developmental and inter-personal crisis that arise when

dealing with their child's condition. The difficulty stems

from the fact that while they are learning tc cope ard

modify their expectations of their retarded child, they

must also render help and support to the child who is also

.making adjustments. Some parents are unable to cope with

this situation because some professionals are unable or

unwilling to give them the basic assistance needed. One

, ' .
such professional can be the special class teacher.

Teacher:impact on the child-parent relationship

[

is well accepted by both parentsiaﬁd professionals. The

Y

1mportaﬁce of attitudes by parents of the retarded an TN

themselves is also well accepted. Parental expectatlcn
of their child's schocl adjustment and progress can be
as important as understanding and acceptance of the child's
handicapping condition. The focus on parent-child, child-
teacher, parent—teacher, teacher—teacher, and significant

\
other professionals in re}atlonshlp to tne parties cited

’ /
requires a serious need to assess and study attitudes.

Special education is haunted by a growing number

of instruments that purport to measure attitudes, vet

little effort is directed toward ascertaining the basic
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efficacy of them in terms of validity and reliability
(Haughtqn, Gorton, and Lazar,.1974). Shaw and Wright
(1967) indicated that attitude scales should not be used

in .isolation, but rather as part of a battery of scales

-

~if truly meaningfui data fs to be derived.

The measurement of parental attitudes, both

mothers and fathers in a paired design situation can be
a valuable seurce of information for,thé special class
teacher. Levy (1974) reperted that this'technique was
used with tﬁe Attitude Towards HandicappedAIndividuals
(ATHI) scale and the éarent—Child Ratihg Scale (PCRS) to
study the attltudes of mothers and fathers toward their

~3"

multlply handlcapped Chlld. She asserted that the two

¢
instruments provided useful 1nformat10n that enabled the

spec;al class teacher to help the multiply handicapped
child and parents. Such information helped in piaﬂning
a d1agnost1c—prescr19t1ve learning program for each child,
counseling 1nd1v1dua11y and together of tbe parents, and
i the establishment of an effective parent group, and for
\}stressing child-parent relationshiés, parent—teacher
'\\relatlonshlps, and ?hlld-teacher relatlonfhlps°
\ Haughton, Gorton, and Lazar (1974) conducted a
) correlational study with the ATHI, PCRS, and & Teacher

Rating Scale (TRS). The TRS was developed by Hewett (1968).
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No high or significant correlations were found to exist.

between the three instruments (Haughton, Gorton, and Lazar,
. ol

1974) . Levy ,(1974) reported similar findings, for the ATHI
and PCRS. It was goncluded that the three instrﬁments

all measured different dimensions of parent/teachef

-

attitudes toward a child's handicap condition and school -

]

behavior. _—_— . .

4

In a recent study, Lazar, Haughton, and Orpet
k1975) successfully used the ATHI scale to idéntify and
group individualsAbased upoﬁ their scores along-aﬁ |
acceptance/rejection continuum, This allowéd them to
stud& indi?idual adjustment as measured bfothe Is of

Identity test(Weiss, 1954). This was in keeping with

the Shaw and Wriéht (1967) recommendation mentionea

<

earlier.. .

PURPOSE OF STUDY

%

L The purpose of this study was to assess and

-

—

’;tudy fhe attitude§ of paired pareﬁts, that is both the
mother and fatheé of the same child in a elass for the
educable menta1£§ ;étaréedoxThis study would focus on
‘two attitude diménsions: (1) how do the parents view
their child's haﬁdicap, and (2¥ how do the parents

view the child's school life ? The following null

hypotheses guided the investigation:
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he 1. There would be no significant mean score
differences between all-the mothers and fathers when

compared on the ATHI and PCRS scales.

rd

2. There would be no significant mean score

differences between the mothers and fathers in Group A -

.

when compared on the ATHI and PCRS scales. Group A

-,
" ‘ .

I . , consisted of those parents “where both scored 70+ on the
. ~ ATHI, ' , , :

¢ v ’ ] 4
3., There would be no significapt mean score

- 1
differences between mothers and fathers in Group B | . 77'
. when compared on the ATHI and PCRS scalés. Group B ) .

4

consisted of those parents where both scored below

/
/
/

70 en the ATHI. / )
/ <

4, There would be no 91gn1f1éant mean score

differences between mothers and fathers in Greoup C
when compared on the ATHI and PCRS scales. Group c

. FE VR .
consisted of those parents where one scored 70 or

above on the ATHI and the other below,.

sighificant mean score : Y

5. There would be no

,dlfferences between parents in Group A and the

/compared on the’ ATHI and -

t
[l
B ‘ -

parents in Group B when

" PCRS -scales,

differences between parents.in Group A and the parents

in Group C when/compared on the ATHI and- PCRS scales.
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7. There will be no significant mean score
dlfferences between éarents in Group B and the parents
in Group C, when compared on the ATHI and PCRS scales.

; . | METHOUS &- PROCEDURES
]ects- The sample used in this 1nvestlgatlon was made
up of 52 paired mothers and fathers who had a ch11d 1n
a spe01a1 class for the educable mentally retarded One

hundred and four 1nd1v1dua1s comprlsed the "total sample.

hd i

Subjects were selected from 15 special classes located
7 -

in Texas, California, and Illinois during early fall.

Both parents had to be the natural parents of the child.

Procedures: The ATHI was administered first, followed by

the PCRS. Both parents were administered the instruments

Id

at the same time either at home or school° They were not

_allowed to talk during thé testing session. Five individuals

collected the data during a one. week period in a three state

area. Uniformed administratioﬁ procedures were followed. .
, ) ) ‘
: 3 , |-

All the instruments~were scored by the staff at CSULB,

<

as well as the statistical treatment of data.
. - ) : - \

Instruments: The ATHI scale -by Lazar (1973) is a modification

]

‘ .
of the Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons (ATDP) scale that

was developed by Yuker, Block, and Younng, 1966). It was

t

felt that by changing the term "disabled" to read "hahdicapped"

»

a much broader meaning would be implied. The ATHI is a 20

| . &

- e - — — e - e ———— N -
e e — — -—
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item instrument using a six payt Likert type scale-for each

v

item as follows: =
agree very much

agree pretty much
agree a -little
disagree a little
disagree pretty much
disagree very much

S RN

°
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The ATHI's function is to measure attitudes of acceptence or

i

rejection of handicappéa individuals by noh—handicapped

.

persons., The possible range of scores is from O to 120, the

higher score indicating greater acceptance and understanding,

<

while the lower score indicating\,rejection° Lazar {1973) has

set the score of 70 as the 1owest\1eve1 of acceptance.

il

A Pearson produc@rmomentvcorrelatlon of .80 was reported
between the ATHI and the ATDP (Form-0) and a coeff1c1ent of

stability ( test-retest) of .73 over a two week period for the

“

ATHI (Stodden, Graves, and Lazar, 1973). In a more recent

study, Lazar and Denham (1974) reported a Pearson produdt'moment

@

correlation of .83 for the same two instruments. t

¢ I

Haughton, Gorton, ahdegzar (1974). reported a .13

correlation between the ATHI and the CRS, whi;é'Levyw{1974)
found a .06 correlation between t@é same instruments. Neither

3

\ <

were‘statisticglly significant.

¢

The Parent Child Rating Scale (PCRS) was developed by

[y

Lazar (1972) as’a 60 item instrument, containing 22 negative

and -38 positive factors concerning the handicapped child and

<

8
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behavior related to schoo; academic work, home, peers;
qndnself—perceptions. An adﬁusted score is obtained by
subtracting the negative and positive_ items, thus Yield%ng
a total corrected score. The éareﬁt is‘asked to rate their
:.; child uslnégihe folloW1ng'f1ve p01nt scale for each of

the 60 itéms: ' L
v ‘ _ !
’ - never ‘! .
- rarely .’
~ sometimes ¢
- often
« = always - . °

(O I SN PV I SO

It has been asserted that the PCRS helps the parents and'

H &

teacher ideﬁtify apd focus on specific concerns toward the
the mentally handicapped child's school life adjustment.
Data yielded heips‘reduce smalljtalk during parent-teacher
conferences,’ and tends to focus on parent nominated items
. for discussion, thus conserving valuable time and energy.
Parental qroupsf The f1rst major group was by the sex variable,

L

and in th1s case we had 52 males and 52 -.females. Next, the

v

parents were placed into one of the follow1ng three groups

dependlng on their ATHI score:

“ B
. [

e \

M‘“““?“‘“ Group.A_- Both parents scored 70+ on the ATHI.

.
° ’ ' —— e ]

- AN

s ‘ Group B - Both parents scored B“low—?Oeonrthe ATHI. ‘

, : : - Group C - One parent scored above and one below 70 _,

hd - <
[y

on the ATHI,




Treatment of Data: Ihdependent mean t tests were hsed to
statistically treat"meaﬂ scores, for the ATHI and PCRS
Iod .

scales. Parental pairing, seX, ATHI: and PCRS were the

critical variables for study.

T . RESULTS & DISCUSSION e ) S

The purpose of this study was to explore the
. attithdes of biological parents of an educable“mentally ’
retarded child placed in a public school special edueation

class. Two major attitude dimensions were investigated
using the ATHI and PCRS scales: (1) how did the parents

' P . * . » -
compare in terms of understanding and acceptance versus v,

> Y i

. " rejection of their .child; and (2) how did the parents

rV1ew the chlld s school adjustment° Seven null hypotheses R

were stated to guide the investigation.

In Table 1 the results'support the null that no

I3

significant mean scoie differences would exist betweens C—
the mothers and fathers on the ATHI and PCRS scales. This
“_flndlng‘supports that of Levy (1974) who also found no

sigﬁificant differences between parents on the two crlterlon

2

"instruments. In the Levy study focus was made toward a

) multiple handicapbed child, w whereds in this study the

focus was on ‘an EVH. . ' S

v

' In Table 2 the data sunports thp null hypothesls

that no mother and father dlfferences would exlst on the




PR TS

o

. éligﬁtly higher. The reverse is true when the means of

ATHI and PCRS when b?th parents scored 70+ on the ATHI.
. 4 ~*

While no significéht differences did exist) a study 0f§ .
‘ . N

the ATHY means in Table 2 shows both parepte as very*

high in acceptahce and”underétanding with-mothers

¢
’ ]

- L3

v .ot L = : oo

._.the PCRS are cd@pared.,Here the fathers then to have ‘
s - . . R v N

a sliéhtly higher medn score. One explanation for this -7 .
L 4 . » 4 »

.ditectional favor for the fathers is that they may not '

el

be‘as'close'to the child"s school activities as the .

- motler. Yet, in Table 1 we find that on the PCRS the

[ ' ”

mothers Were hlgher on the mean as a group. - ’

;a

In Table ‘3 the ﬁirst“part oﬁgthe null hypothesis is

sustained in that no significant difference was -found ' ,

-

between~Ehe,ﬁ;thers and fathers on tﬁé'hTHI. As would . .
- N L4 .

be expected when using the ATHI, Score continuum fox

grouping, both mgothers and fathers‘wefe rejecting, with .

the fathers slightly moreso, but not significantly. The

a . ‘
-

null concerning the PCRS is réjected because there 1s
a significant difference between fathers and mothers at

the' .0l level. In this inetance, the fathers appeared ) .

»

to be very critical and negatively oriented toward their .

child's school adjustment. While no. tests were made, 2
-~

PCRS mean ' comparison of the fathers in Group B when compared-” °

t

with the means for the fathers in Groups'A and C would ) ,

—————— e e o —— e e R —

A
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allow one to conclude with the suspicion that this group

2 of fathers would differ signiﬁicantly from the other, two. .
“,This group would-lend itself very nicely to furthetr
T P . :
. . 1nvest1gat10n for a future study concernlng other possible

,
. °

varlables tnaﬂ;mlght allow for. better understandlng ecf this

> 1

paatlcular group ‘that scored very low on both 1nstrument

.
3 | . . *

A further avenue of resgarch effort in this particular
S : i . - )
instance with be undertakenz - - R
. -
" ‘

I Table 4 the flrst part of”the null hypothesis

PR -

N
concerning the ATHI must be rejected in that a significant
. ¢ ¢ '
. difference at the .0l level was feund favoring the fathers.
Py A
’ Tﬁls is a rather unlqun findihg that is most difficult to

explain in that the, senior author has found in past studies

with the sex varigplg, the positive bias tends to favor the

. females. One other avenue foy inveétigation would be to see
. ,

(/f the nature of mixture here by going to the raw data. Had the
s :

» L]

sample for Group C be larger so that we could have formed

-

¢ two groups, above fathers versus below mothers, and above ° .

»
' mothers versus below fathers, we might be able to obtain \\\
- . ] ‘ ¥

a more realistic picture of the interaction. The only real \

-

, - ¢ -

explanation for this finding is that some unique artifacta

b f 4 * "
H

about this group of fathers must exist. What it is

4 )

cannot be explninea at ;his time. - .o ,
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The' results 1n Table S.appear to' support the ,

o et
’

.:v ¢ Al 5

rejection of the ﬁﬁllﬁhypotheses concernlng the ATHI and , .
. ﬁ. ‘ . .o . AP . 3 -1 T ’

Group A when coﬁpared to Groups B -and Ce In both instances

N [
4 [N
4

a 31gnificant difference at the 001 1eVe1 was found favoring -

.
-

the higher and more accepting attitude dispQSition £o Group -

A. The find*ng “can actually be expected when one uses the

ATHI score continuuﬁ placement method for grbuping. Yet, when &"w'“

. e w2

the data in Table 5 is reviewed in +erms of-Group A_and the

M .

othér two groups O he PCRS, no significant differences are

-

n.
found. In fact,, whegeﬁhe PCRS mean of Group A is compared with -

‘Gro%p c~the<?}i§ht edge favors Group C being somewhat better.
4 - ’ -

‘l

-

Group B 1is also significantly different grom Group C on the

4

ATHI‘w1th the higher level of acceptance and understanding
. ~

v ) favoring Grou; B. To. some extentq 3s Was.asserted regarding

< . A
¥ v . -
.

Group A on this matter; it could also be -expected to some

4

rd

» degree for Group C as well. . R .

R N %

ﬁﬁe fifth and sixth hypotheses concerping Group A ..
and the PCRS are sustalned by the data in. Table 5. Thc
seventh-hypothesis concerniné Group B Versus Group C Cﬂ E )
must be tﬁkally rejected in that Group C was significantly

deferent on both the ATHI and PCRS, at the .001 and .01 levels

A
A

‘respectiVely.

]

‘ : : ,CONCLUSIONS & SUMMARY.,

4n this study it was found that the ATHI scale could

)

be effectively used to group individuals along what has heen
. ‘ 13 o . |

3 o - '
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called the ATHI continuum of acceptence/rejection'dimension
* ! ’ : hY
// . of attitudes toward handicapped individuals. In this particular

study the focus of attitudes was directed toward the educable

\\\ mentally handigapped. That when groups are formed, results

- - with ‘another instrument concurrenfly could be given more

*s meaning and usef lness, such asfwas the case of the PCRS.

oo — ' _ When grouped for sex, such as thers verus fathers, no

A 4 . T e . . .
N significant differences were found on both criterion_

"iﬁgfrﬁments; Yet, ‘when the ATHI was used for grouping,

some sex differences were teased out. This was also true
_ . .

Whethhe’ATHI continuum was used for grouping.

Qpe major feedback item from this study not cited

o

‘in the body of the paper was the need to modlfy the PCRS

.- so as to ellmlnate some confusion that ‘is caused by a-
‘i v .
*  mixture of positive and negative.items. Thus, a revision

- .
[

.

~' U 7
of the PCRS will be made to correct_ this disadvantage

Y : 5 .

T e

that surfaced in.this study, as well as in the Levy (1974) .

P

Fin 1lyf‘pairihg,of parents for research is a very C

Yy

promisin approach\\and is recommended for further effort 4\'

with the ATHI, PCRS, and oth\F<§p5TES as Well The writers
PR 4

3

FI

) study of attitudes a combination of sca1e§ should be used-to |

tap . a variety of dimensions about the attitudes peeple hold.
c - B .

]
|
1
agree with the notion of Shaw and, Wright (1967) that in' the i
1
)
\
1
|
]
]
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e ——————— _"\‘“—‘h TABI.IE 1. .
- Comparison of AT{ Mothers-and—__ _ —
e - Fathers on the ATHI & PCRS T ]
o — 7
GROUP N MEAN ‘S.D. ' af t T p
Mothers 52 74.60 16.55
B ATHI ' 102 .05 n.s.
Fathers 52 74.42 15.68
Mothers 52 81.40 20,80 _ K
' PCKS . 102 1.16 N.S. -
Fathers 52 76.58 21.72 , :
| ' P
— : S
, o i § j
_ ~ TABLE 2. - . .. , , e,
e _I%c_)th Parents Score 70+ on the : ]
T UTTTATHI-Scale |
GROUP A e C
’a ] ; ,
GROUP - N MEAN " 8.D. a.f. t P 1
Mothers 16  94.69 110.63. o , ]
. \ATHI ' " 30 . 1.66 N.Se j
Fathers 16 88,19 11.47 ;
|
A ' ~ j
Mothers+ 16 78.44 25.99 o 3
' . PCRS 30 .46 n.s.
Fathers 16 82.50 23.76 ‘ §
, ) v ]
L i
- k
] . |
s - . 1
b ¥ i j
17 a
» :‘4 blfw I’:‘ Y - P . 1
. P ;5‘? !'-(/“ “, i
. :



- T~ --—. . _TABLE 3.
Both Parents Scores Belocw 70 on the. T ———
ATHI Scale '
GROUP B
GROUP N MEAN 8. T @sfe— ot D
o’ - : 1. T e

Mothers 16 T TeaU50 T ——7.95.

ATHT 300 0 - ‘—]:-;6-6”4_ —_. n.S.
Father 16 57.56 8.82 ST T
Mothers 16 79.36 15.66 .
: PCRS 30 2.86 .01
Fathers 16 62.50 17.65
TABLE 4. - ‘
- ) v '/_\’. . i
. One Parent Above and One Below 70 ° - - .
_ - ‘ on the ATHI Scale ' . -
e S GROUP C B ’ -
GROUP N MEAN © SJD. d.f. “ t p "
, . 2 ‘;‘, ) k4
_ Mothers 20 68,20 9.47 - ‘ . e
- . ATHT 38 2,91 .01 ’
« Fathers 20 76.90 9.44 " ‘
Mothers 20 '85.40 120,17, | ;
. PCRS 38 .58 NeBe
Fathers, 20 82.10 15.76 ,




ATHI GROUPS COMPARED ON PCRS

17.

TABLE

5.

AND ATHI
ATHI SROUP N MEAN T SsDe—. d.f. t P
- \M\»_,.ﬁ\\'A'- _
- - w —
‘32 91.44 11.37 )
ATHI - 62 12.45 .001
- ““-‘"“B__,,‘__; 32 60. 03 8.63
- T ~ —— ] /
o 32 80,47 24,58 " ——
TTTTee— PCRS » 62 1.75 n.s. 77~
32 ‘“““‘“*70~94~*\ 15.51
M'SMN_,
=
32 91,44 11.37 : ~
ATHI 70 7.38 .001
20 72.55 - 10,32 '
32 80.47 24.58
,PCRS ' 70 .46 n.s.
40 84.25 19.03
s 32 ' 60,03 8.63 5 _
’ ATHI 70 5.49 .001
- 40 72.55 10.32
32 . 70.94 . 15.51 -
PCRS : 70 2.99 .01
o . 40 84.25 .19.03
- * Independent mean t test I
CODE TO GROUP’ JEmTERS & MEANING: !
’ Group A - Table 2. Both Parents Scored 70+ on the ATHI.
Group B - _Table 3, Both Parents,Scored Below 70 on the ATHI. .
_ Group™ C - Table 4. Oné'Parent Bbove And One Below 70 on the ATHI./
B ) / -
) O ‘ ] /(/
19 ,

/




